like on-track, is not limited to self-propelled machines but
includes equipment which is pulled or moved along by another
vehicle which has power (Tr. 150-151).  The operator's
safety director offered a fan on skids which can be pulled
about by a self-propelled machine as an example of off-track
equipment without its own power of mobility (Tr. 182).

The tailpiece in question was mounted on skids (Tr. 186;
It could be moved about and indeed was intended to be moved
about the section without damage to the mine floor by being
attached to a shuttle car which had power (Tr. 187, 189).
It is therefore mobile like the fan which the operator's
safety director admitted is off-track.  The operator's
safety director admitted that the mobility of the fan and
the tailpiece were the same (Tr. 188-190) .  In light of the
foregoing, I conclude the tailpiece is off-track equipment
within the meaning of the mandatory standard.

Both parties purport to rely upon the decision in
Southern Ohio Coal Company v. Secretary of Labor, 3 FMSHRC
1449 (1981, which holds that this mandatory standard only
applies to "complete or reasonably complete pieces of off-
track mining equipment" and does not apply to "component
parts.of off-track mining equipment."  However, neither
party seems certain what that decision means.  So many
things can be characterized as components of a larger
entity and no one offered a basis for me to distinguish
between a component and something that is reasonably com-
plete.  Therefore, I cannot apply that decision here.

Insofar as the mandatory standard covers a "unit" of
off-track equipment, I conclude this tailpiece is included.
It is a single or distinct part used for a specific purpose.
Webster's New World Dictionary {2nd College Edition 1972).

The.argument that the term off-track is too vague also
must be rejected.  As set forth above, the terms off-track
and on-track relate to specific aspects of mine machinery
and are susceptible of precise delineation.  To be sure, it
would have been better had the Secretary taken appropriate
action to define the parameters of these terms.  However,
his failure to do so does not mean they are too vague to be
properly defined and enforced in this proceeding.  The
situation here is far different from one where a wholly
subjective description such as "excessive" is employed as
the sole standard.  Secretary of Labor v. Quarto Mining
Company, 2 FMSHRC 2669 (1980), appeal dismissed, 3 FMSHRC
2051 (1981). cited
